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DETAILED ACTION 

Status of Claims 

1 . This office action is made Final. Claims 1-25 have been examined. 



Response to Amendments/Arguments 

2. The rejection of claim 1 8 under 35 (JSC § 1 1 2, 2 nd paragraph is withdrawn in light 
of Applicant's amendment. 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 10-17-2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Examiner disagrees with applicant's arguments. With respect to claim 
1 Applicant argues that Suzuki does not teach a method for documenting home care 
services for providing reimbursement in the situation where a claimant has a 
relationship with a servicing entity, the claimant being cared for by a caregiver has not 
been given patentable weight because the recitation occurs in the preamble. A 
preamble is generally not accorded any patentable weight where it merely recites the 
purpose of a process or the intended use of a structure, and where the body of the 
claim does not depend on the preamble for completeness but, instead, the process 
steps or structural limitations are able to stand alone. See In re Hirao, 535 F.2d 67, 190 
USPQ 15 (CCPA 1976) and Kropa v. Robie, 187 F.2d 150, 152, 88 USPQ 478, 481 
(CCPA 1951). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Suzuki et al (U.S. 5,986,568). 

5. With respect to claim 1 , Suzuki teaches a method for documenting home care 
services for providing reimbursement in the situation where a claimant has a 
relationship with a servicing entity, the claimant being cared for by a caregiver, the 
method comprising: a caregiver entering the home of a claimant; the caregiver 
interfacing with a data input portion, which is disposed in the home of the claimant, prior 
to providing a service to the claimant so as to input a first data set into the data input 
portion; the caregiver providing the service to the claimant; upon completion of the 
service, the caregiver again interfacing with the data input portion to identify completion 
of the service, the first data set constituting collected data; and transmitting the collected 
data to the servicing entity (see for example Suzuki column 9 lines 63-67 and column 10 
lines 1-18 and Fig 1). 

6. With respect to claim 2, Suzuki teaches the method of claim 1 (as described 
above). Suzuki further teaches wherein, upon completion of the service, the caregiver 
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again interfacing with the data input portion to identify completion of the service and so 
as to input a second data set into the data input portion, the first data set and the 
second data set constituting the collected data (see for example Suzuki column 7 lines 
50-54). 

7. With respect to claim 3, Suzuki teaches the method of claim 2 (as described 
above). Suzuki further teaches, wherein the second data set includes at least one of a 
caregiver code and service information (see for example Suzuki column 7 lines 55-59, 
column 9 lines 63 -65 and column 12 lines 52-58). 

8. With respect to claim 4, Suzuki teaches the method of claim 1 (as described 
above). Suzuki further teaches wherein the first data set consists of a caregiver code 
(see for example Suzuki column 7 lines 55-62). 

9. With respect to claim 5 Suzuki teaches the method of claim 1 (as described 
above). Suzuki teaches, wherein the first data set comprises at least one of a caregiver 
code, type of service information and hourly rate information (see for example Suzuki 
column 7 lines 55-62). 

10. With respect to claim 6, Suzuki teaches the method of claim 1 (as described 
above). Suzuki further teaches, wherein the transmitting the collected data to the 
servicing entity is performed using a data processing entity, and wherein: the data 



Application/Control Number: 10/643,885 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3626 

processing entity inputting the collected data from the data input portion; the data 
processing entity processing the collected data to generate processed collected data; 
and the data processing entity outputting the processed collected data to the servicing 
entity see for example Suzuki column 9 lines 63-67 and column 1 0 lines 1 -27). 

1 1 . With respect to claim 7, Suzuki teaches the method of claim 1 (as described 
above). Suzuki further teaches wherein the transmitting the collected data to the 
servicing entity is performed in real time (see for example Suzuki column 9 lines 22-39). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claims 8, 9, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Suzuki (U.S. 5,986,568). 

13. With regards to claim 8, Suzuki teaches the method of claim 1 (as described 
above). Suzuki teaches data generated attributable to the care of a certain visiting 
nurse for a certain patient is collected from each PDA to a server device disposed in a 
visiting nursing station or the like by data communication or the like at appropriate 
timing so that date items are concentrically manages as a data base (see for example 
Suzuki column 7 lines 50-54). Therefore a predictable result would be transmitting the 
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collected data to the servicing entity is performed on a daily basis or hourly or as often 
as needed to update the database. KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc. et al., 82 
USPQ2d 1385 (U.S. 2007). 

14. With respect to claim 9, Suzuki teaches the method of claim 8 (as described 
above). Suzuki further teaches wherein the transmitting the collected data to the 
servicing entity is performed using a dial up connection (see for example Suzuki column 
9 lines 22-33). 

1 5. With respect to claim 1 3, Suzuki teaches the method of claim 1 (as described 
above). Suzuki teaches wherein the data input portion is disposed in the claimant's 
home for an extended period of time, so that the same data input portion is used by a 
plurality of caregivers (see for example Suzuki column 7 lines 20-23). 

16. With respect to claims 1 4 and 1 5, Suzuki teaches the method of claim 1 3 as 
described above. Suzuki teaches data generated attributable to the care of a certain 
visiting nurse for a certain patient is collected from each PDA to a server device 
disposed in a visiting nursing station or the like by data communication or the like at 
appropriate timing so that data items are concentrically managed as a data base (see 
for example Suzuki column 7 lines 50-54). Therefore a predictable result would be 
further including mounting the data input portion on a wall or as a table top device in the 
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claimant's home. KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc. et al., 82 USPQ2d 1385 (U.S. 
2007). 

17. With respect to claim 16, Suzuki teaches the method of claim 1 (as described 
above). Therefore a predictable result would be wherein the method is performed in 
sequential order. KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc. et al., 82 USPQ2d 1385 (U.S. 
2007). 

18. With respect to claim 18, Suzuki teaches the method of claim 1 (as described 
above). Suzuki teaches home-based care operation is performed by rotating plural 
persons in charge; a person in charge takes a treatment at a visiting time while the 
person in charge refers to previous information on the patient accumulated by another 
person in charge (see for example Suzuki column 4 lines 47-50). Therefore a 
predictable result would be wherein the caregiver is a neighbor of the claimant, living 
proximate to the claimant. KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc. et al., 82 USPQ2d 
1385 (U.S. 2007). 

19. With respect to claim 19, Suzuki teaches the method of claim 1 (as described 
above). Suzuki teaches of the server device disposed in the visiting nursing station, but 
is not limited to this arrangement. The server device may be disposed in for example a 
home-base help supporting center, a hospital, a local self-governing body or the like. 
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Therefore a predictable result would be wherein the servicing entity is an insurance 
company. KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc. et al., 82 USPQ2d 1385 (U.S. 2007). 

Claims 10, 12 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Suzuki (U.S. 5,986,568) in view of von Kaenel et al (U.S. 7,107,285). 

20. With respect to claim 10 and 24, Suzuki teaches the method of claim 1 (as 
described above). Suzuki does not teach wherein the first data set includes caregiver 
code, and further including, after transmitting the collected data to the servicing entity, 
the servicing entity determining the service type and the hourly rate based on the 
caregiver code. Von Kaenel et al teaches wherein the first data set includes caregiver 
code, and further including, after transmitting the collected data to the servicing entity, 
the servicing entity determining the service type and the hourly rate based on the 
caregiver code (see for example von Kaenel et al column 47 lines 7-18). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
application to combine the two features to make the billing system efficient. 

21 . With respect to claim 12, Suzuki teaches the method of claim 1 1 (as described 
above). Suzuki does not teach further including the servicing entity preparing and 
sending an invoice to at least one of the caregiver and the claimant, the invoice 
documenting information obtained by the servicing entity from the data input portion and 
the collected data. Von Kaenel et al does not teach further including the servicing 
entity preparing and sending an invoice to at least one of the caregiver and the 
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claimant, the invoice documenting information obtained by the servicing entity from the 
data input portion and the collected data (see for example von Kaenel et al column 46 
lines 29-43). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
application to combine the two features to generate money from the service provided. 

Claims 11, 20, 21, 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Suzuki (U.S. 5,986,568) in view of Guyan et al (U.S. 7,124,112). 

22. With respect to claim 1 1 , Suzuki teaches the method of claim 1 (as described 
above). Suzuki does not teach further including the servicing entity determining a 
reimbursement amount based on the collected data, the reimbursement amount being 
the amount of monies to be forwarded from the servicing entity to the claimant so that 
the claimant may be reimbursed for payments to the caregiver. Guyan et al teaches 
further including the servicing entity determining a reimbursement amount based on the 
collected data, the reimbursement amount being the amount of monies to be forwarded 
from the servicing entity to the claimant so that the claimant may be reimbursed for 
payments to the caregiver (see for example Guyan et al column 1 lines 43-50). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill of the art at the time of 
application to combine both features as an alternate billing method. 

23. With respect to claim 20, Suzuki teaches a system for documenting home care 
services for providing reimbursement in the situation where a claimant has a 
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relationship with a servicing entity, the claimant being cared for by a caregiver, the 
system comprising: a data input portion disposed in the home of the claimant, a 
caregiver entering the home of a claimant and interfacing with the data input portion 
prior to providing a service to the claimant so as to input a first data set into the data 
input portion, and upon completion of the service, the caregiver again interfacing with 
the data input portion to identify completion of the service and so as to input a second 
data set into the data input portion, the first data set and the second data set 
constituting collected data; (see for example Suzuki column 9 lines 63-67 and column 
10 lines 1-18 and Fig 1). Suzuki does not teach a servicing entity the data input portion 
transmitting the collected data to the servicing entity, and the servicing entity effecting 
review of the collected data so as to provide reimbursement to the caregiver. Guyan 
teaches a servicing entity the data input portion transmitting the collected data to the 
servicing entity, and the servicing entity effecting review of the collected data so as to 
provide reimbursement to the caregiver (see for example Guyan et al column 1 lines 43- 
50). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill of the art at the time of 
application to combine both features as an alternate billing method. 

24. With regards to claim 21 , Suzuki in view of Guyan et al teaches the system of 
claim 20 (as described above). Suzuki teaches further including: a data processing 
entity, the data processing entity inputting the collected data from the data input portion, 
the data processing entity processing the collected data to generate processed 
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collected data; and the data processing entity outputting the processed collected data to 
the servicing entity (see for example Suzuki column 7 lines 50-54). 

25. With respect to claim 22, Suzuki in view of Guyan et al teaches the system of 
claim 21 (as described above). Suzuki teaches the visiting nurse transfers the visiting 
information previously inputted to the PDA 2 to the computer 5 from the PDA 2 by the 
predetermined data transfer means. Therefore a predictable result wherein the data 
processing entity outputs the processed collected data to the servicing entity using 
XML, HTML or other computer programs. KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc. et al., 
82 USPQ2d 1385 (U.S. 2007). 

26. With respect to claim 23, Suzuki in view of Guyan et al teaches the method of 
claim 20 (as described above). Suzuki teaches wherein the first data set consists of a 
caregiver code (see for example Suzuki column 7 lines 55-59, column 9 lines 63 -65 
and column 12 lines 52-58). 

27. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Suzuki 
(U.S. 5,986,568) in view of Langen et al (U.S. 5,357,427). 

With respect to claim 17, Suzuki teaches the method of claim 1 (as described above). 
Suzuki teaches wherein the first data set includes a caregiver code of the caregiver, and 
the method further including, after the caregiver has input second information indicating 
completion of the service (as described above). Suzuki teaches the caregiver inputting 
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a third data set (see for example Suzuki column 12 lines 66-67 and column 13 lines 1- 
10). Suzuki does not teach the third data set being entered prior to the caregiver 
beginning additional service for the claimant, and the third data set being associated 
with at least one of a different rate and type of service from the first data set. Langen 
the third data set being entered prior to the caregiver beginning additional service for 
the claimant, and the third data set being associated with at least one of a different rate 
and type of service from the first data set (see for example Langen column 2 lines 19- 
22). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
application to combine both features to take better care of the patient. 

Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Suzuki 
(U.S. 5,986,568) in view of von Kaenel et al (U.S. 7,1 07,285) and in view of Guyan et al 
(U.S. 7,124,112). 

28. With respect to claim 25, Suzuki in view of von Kaenel teaches the method of 
claim 24 (as described above). Suzuki in view of von Kaenel does not teach further 
including the servicing entity determining a reimbursement amount based on the 
collected data, the reimbursement amount being the amount of monies to be forwarded 
from the servicing entity to the claimant so that the claimant may be reimbursed for 
payments to the caregiver. Guyan et al teaches further including the servicing entity 
determining a reimbursement amount based on the collected data, the reimbursement 
amount being the amount of monies to be forwarded from the servicing entity to the 
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claimant so that the claimant may be reimbursed for payments to the caregiver (see for 
example Guyan et al column 1 lines 43-50). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill of the art at the time of 
application to combine both features as an alternate billing method. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. U.S. Patent No. 5,963,136 teaches an interactive prescription 
compliance and life safety system. 

U.S. Patent No. 4,838,275 teaches a home medical surveillance system. 

U.S. Patent No. 6,302,844 teaches patient care delivery system. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to REGINALD REYES whose telephone number is 
(571)270-5212. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christopher Gilligan can be reached on 571-272-6670. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/R. RJ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3626 
IC Luke Gilligan/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3626 



